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effected in the area where the defendant owned property;1 in
1928, the Dutch Government claimed the right to have succes-
sion duty deducted from the English assets of a Dutch national
who had died domiciled in Holland.2 Both these attempts
failed, but in each case the decision was that of a judge of first
instance and the suspicion lingered that if the occasion were to
-    arise a higher court might take a different view of the matter.
/Finally, all doubts were stilled in 1955 by the decision of the
/ House of Lords in Government of India v. Taylor^ where the
• facts were as follows f^8	*^	:
The Delhi Electric Supply and Traction Co. Ltd., which was a
company registered in England but carrying on business in India, sold
its business to the Indian Government for a sum of money which it
remitted to England as soon as received. After the company had gone
into voluntary liquidation, a demand was made upon it by the Indian
Commissioner of Income Tax for the payment of a large sum of income
tax in respect of the capital gain derived from the sale of the business.
The commissioner claimed to prove for this debt in the liquidation, but
his claim was rejected by the liquidator. Vaisey J. and the Court of
Appeal having upheld this rejection,4 the matter was taken to the
House of Lords.
It was argued for the appellants that the alleged rule excluding
the recognition of foreign revenue laws did not extend to
« taxes similar to those imposed in England, but was confined to
penal laws, and that in any event it demanded modification in
the case of a foreign country belonging to the British Common-
wealth of Nations. Further, it was said that the rule, even if
accepted in toto, did not apply to liquidation proceedings, for a
liquidator is under a statutory duty to discharge all the 'liabili-
ties' of the company, which is a word of wide import not con-
fined to debts directly enforceable by action.
These arguments were rejected. Their Lordships were
unanimous in holding that the rule expressed by Lord Mans-
field rested on a solid basis of authority and convenience. They
also held, with one dissentient,5 that the duty of a liquidator
in the winding up of a company is confined to the discharge of
such liabilities as are legally enforceable.
1	Municipal Council of Sydney v. Butt, [1909] i K.B. 7.
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